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January 7, 2010
Attention: Prospective Proposers for Howland, Piscataquis Bridge Replacement
Project
Subject: Howland, Piscataquis Bridge Design-Build Project (MaineDOT PIN 15635.00)
– Responses to Questions Received on the Final RFP Dated December 16, 2009
1. In the process of evaluating the hydraulic effects of the downstream dam, one of
the conditions includes the dam being partially removed. No dimensions were provided
for what should be assumed to remain in place. Please confirm the extent of partial
removal.
A. To clarify, partial dam removal is removal of the wooden flashboards on top of
the existing concrete dam.
2. Section 4.2.5 states that "the Department assumed the LEDPA" for preparation of
the environmental documents. Does this mean that the bridge layout, and especially
the abutment backfill embankments, are allowed to be as shown on the Preferred
Alternative #5A and do not constitute "additional solid fill into the riparian resource for
bridge approaches"? If not, please clarify the allowable footprint of the bridge
approaches.
A. The allowable fill into the resource (the river) is 4300 SF - this is not specific
to any plan set. This impact is figured for the total design of a replacement
structure and its approaches.
3. Does the bridge layout for the Preferred Alternative #5A provide an adequate
bridge waterway opening to satisfy the “no increase” in the water surface elevation
criteria stated in Section 6.11.4.2? If not, we request that MaineDOT issue a hydraulic
model which sets the bridge limits and waterway opening which will be consistent for all
bidders to use in pricing the bridge?
A. Yes, the preferred alternative #5A bridge opening results in no increase in the
water surface elevation based on the substructure dimensions assumed in
the HEC-RAS model. These assumed dimensions for the abutments and
piers may not match the actual dimensions of the substructure units selected
by the Design-Builder. The Design-Builder is responsible for determining the
actual profile, the actual horizontal alignment, the pier and abutment
dimensions and locations, and the superstructure depth within the
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requirements of the RFP to provide for an adequate bridge waterway
opening.
4. Could the Department provide the river hydraulics HEC-RAS models to the DesignBuild Teams?
A. The available HEC-RAS model files will be provided to the Proposers on the
Project website under Appendix K - Hydrology and Hydraulics at
http://www.state.me.us/mdot/hdb/documents.htm.
5. Could the Department provide the traffic turning movement operations model to the
Design-Build Teams?
A. The traffic turning movements were not analyzed via a model for the
development of the final RFP; engineering judgment and safety
considerations were used to determine the turning movement needs for the
RFP and for the conceptual alignment layout. We have since created a traffic
model and will provide the files to the Proposers. Section 6.8 of the RFP will
be amended to reflect changes to the intersection design requirements based
on the traffic model.
6.

Must the outlet of the overflow box culvert be downstream of the dam?
A. No, the overflow structure is intended to be a spillway through the approach
embankment only.

7. Section 102.2.2.1 C 2 f refers to site biological hazards. What is the definition of
biological hazards? Are any present on the project? If any are found will they require
remediation? Will the compensation for any such remediation be handled as a changed
site condition?
A. Section 102.2.2.1, C, 2, f of the RFP will be amended to change the word
"biological" to "environmental". If any environmental hazards other than those
listed in the RFP are encountered and remediation deemed appropriate, the
corrective actions employed will be handled as a differing site condition.
8. Section 106.2.4.1 B states “the individual managing the QCP shall be a full time
employee of the Designer”. Does this mean that the QCP manager needs to be
assigned to this project full time?
A. No, it does not, if the Project doesn’t warrant a full time QCP Manager
dedicated to this one Project.
9. Section 3.1 Item 2 requires a minimum longitudinal grade on the new bridge of at
least 1%. Does this requirement preclude the use of a crest vertical curve that meets
site distance requirements where we will have an instantaneous grade of 0%?
A. No, it does not, so long as the grades coming into the crest vertical curve are
at least 1%.

10. Based on our review of the soil borings taken in the river along the existing bridge
alignment, the quality of the bedrock appears to be questionable. Determining an
elevation where the rock surface will be sufficient to use as a base for a tremie
seal/spread footing may be difficult. What standards will the Department use to
determine the acceptable surface for footings and to what depth we will need to
excavate? How can we determine the appropriate depth of excavation and how can
that be applied to all D/B teams so that we are using the same quantity/pricing
assumptions?
A. Rock surface elevations and conditions for tremie seals/footings should be
commensurate with foundation design assumptions. These types of design
and construction protocols will be scored by the Department during the
technical scoring phase and reviewed during the design submittal process.
11. The boring logs indicate that the bedrock has very low RQD. Current guidance by
FHWA indicates that rock may be subject to scour yet analysis techniques do not
currently exist to evaluate the rate or magnitude of the scour. In order to provide
consistent design criteria for all teams, will the Department provide specific design
criteria and methodology on the degree of scour that shall be accommodated or how the
Department will evaluate whether a given design is acceptable?
A. One acceptable guide for evaluating rock scour is FHWA NHI 01-001,
Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fourth Edition, May 2001.
12. In Section 6.11.6 Construction, please specify which Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) specifications, notifications, and coordination the Department will
require the Design-Builder to comply with regarding the downstream Howland Dam.
A. Since the design requirements in the RFP are such that no FERC permit
should be required, the RFP will be amended to delete the verbiage from
Section 6.11.6.
13. In Section 6.11.6 - Is it acceptable for the Design-Builder to assume that evaluation
of the adequacy of the dam under potential flow, water level and other hydraulic
conditions during and after construction is the sole responsibility of the dam owner.
A. Adequacy of the dam is the responsibility of the dam owner.
14. Section 7.2.2 Voluntary Response Action Program (VRAP) - Response Actions: Is
it the Department’s intent to provide all materials, labor, equipment, and off-site disposal
of hazardous material at the intersection of LaGrange Road and Coffin Street? If not,
when will the necessary data be made available for the contractor to develop a scope
and costs for that work?
A. The Department anticipates that specific information associated with the
management of VRAP related materials will be available for review by late
January or early February.
15. Based on the information provided by the Department, drilling for supplemental pier
borings is not anticipated to be completed until mid to late January 2010, and this only if

ice conditions on the river allow the boring rig to be supported. A “Part A” Geotechnical
Design Report (GDR) will include the land borings only and will be issued on or before
January 8, 2010. Once drilling is complete “Part B” of the GDR will be issued.
a. Does the Department have a more specific schedule regarding the supplemental
pier borings?
A. As stated, the Department does expect to drill for the supplemental river
borings in mid-late January, so long as the ice conditions allow the boring rig
to be supported. The draft boring logs will be shared with the Proposers as
soon as they are available. The draft boring logs will have preliminary river
substrate and bedrock elevations for the Proposers’ information.
b. What will the Department do if ice conditions do not allow the borings to be
accomplished and the Part B GDR issued until after the due date of the
Technical and Price Proposals on 2-18-10?
A. If ice conditions do not allow the river borings to be completed in mid-late
January, then we will have to wait until spring when the ice has thawed to
obtain the river borings. If this is the case, then the Department will evaluate
the situation and make any necessary adjustments to the schedule as soon
as we know that we will have to wait until spring to obtain the river borings.
c. Location-specific supplemental boring information in the river is critical now, to
determine the most cost effective, technically feasible foundation option for the
bridge piers. The time between the issuance of “Part B” of the GDR (most likely
early to mid February) and February 18, is not sufficient to adequately analyze
the information and appropriately design substructure elements. Therefore we
request that date for submission of Technical and Price Proposals be postponed
so that there is a minimum of 5 weeks from the issuance of the Part B GDR.
A. The Proposers have geotechnical data from the Preliminary GDR that
includes land and river borings along the existing bridge alignment, and will
have data for the land borings along the new alignment by January 8, 2010.
If ice conditions prevail such that the Department is able to obtain the river
borings along the new alignment in mid-late January, we will share the draft
boring logs with the Proposers as soon as they are available. The draft
boring logs will have preliminary river substrate and bedrock elevations for the
Proposers’ information. All of this data should provide a reasonable amount
of geotechnical information for the Proposers to use in developing their
Proposals.
Should ice conditions be such that the Department is unable to obtain the
river borings in mid-late January, then the Department will evaluate the
situation and make any necessary adjustments to the schedule as soon as
we know that we will have to wait until spring to obtain the river borings.
16. The RFP Section 2.2.3.3, item #5, identifies the “Preliminary Schedule required
under Section 3.2.4.” While the Preliminary Schedule is listed in the Proposal
Components List (RFP Section 2.2.1), there is no Section 3.2.4 in the RFP. RFP

Section 3.2.3, subsection 1, item b, requests a “schedule for the project…” to be
included within the Project Management and Quality Program Section of the Technical
Proposal. Is this the “Preliminary Schedule” that is discussed in RFP Section 2.2.3.3?
Are we correct in assuming that the Department does not wish us to submit a separate
Preliminary Schedule in a separate envelope or as an Appendix to the Technical
Proposal?
A. Section 2.2.3.3, item #5 in the RFP will be amended to correct the Section
3.2.4 reference to the Preliminary Schedule to Section 3.2.3.
Yes, you are correct in that the Preliminary Schedule is not to be submitted in
a separate envelope. It can be separately indexed within the Technical
Proposal.
17. Q&A item #69 (Q&A response dated Dec.11, 2009) indicated that the number of
Technical Proposal copies required would be changed to 25 but it is still 30 in the Final
RFP (Section 2.2.2, Item #3). How many Technical Proposal copies would the
Department like?
A. Section 2.2.2, item #3 will be amended to correct the number of copies
required to twenty-five (25).
18. RFP Section 2.2.1, Proposal Organization, states: “The Proposal shall be
organized as listed below. Each item listed shall be separately indexed, clearly titled,
and identified as described below.” Regarding this requirement and the table list to
which it refers:
a. Per RFP Sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.3.1, could you please confirm that the
Department would like one (1) original of Form A to be bound into the proposal
and three (3) originals to be included in a separate envelope? Or, would the
Department like three (3) originals of Form A bound into the Technical Proposal
(as opposed to including them in a separate envelope)?
A. Three (3) originals of Form A, separately packaged, are required as per the
RFP Section 2.2.1. Copies of Form A do not need to be bound in the
Technical Proposal itself. RFP Section 2.2.1 will be amended to clarify this.
b. Per RFP Section 2.2.1, could you please confirm that the Department requests
that a copy of Form H (Opinion of Counsel) should be bound into the Technical
Proposal as an Appendix (as opposed to including it in only in a separate
envelope)?
A. Yes, a copy of Form H, separately indexed, is to be included in the Technical
Proposal and not in a separate envelope.
c. Per RFP Section 2.2.1, could you please confirm that the Approved Response
Summary for ATC #__ Forms should be bound into the Technical Proposal as an
Appendix (as opposed to including them only in a separate envelope)?
A. Yes, copies of the Approved Response Summary for ATC #__ Forms,
separately indexed, are to be included in the Technical Proposal and not in a
separate envelope.

d. Per RFP Section 2.2.1, could you please confirm that only one (1) total CD-ROM
is required of the Technical Proposal with 11x17 plans and that the Department
does not require one (1) CD-ROM of the Technical Proposal and Plan Set to be
included with each hard copy of the proposal?
A. Yes, only one (1) CD-ROM of the Technical Proposal with plans is required,
not one (1) CD-ROM per Technical Proposal copy.
e. Per RFP Section 2.2.1, could you please confirm that 11x17 Plan Sets are to be
bound in the Technical Proposal? Would it be acceptable to the Department to
not bind them in the proposal but provide them as stand-alone documents? If so,
would the copies of the Plans need to be sequentially numbered (as required for
the Technical Proposal)?
A. The 11”x17” plan sets may be bound separately from the Technical
Proposals. If the plan sets are bound separately, then they do need to be
numbered sequentially.
19. On page 2-9, Section 2.2.3.3. Can it be assumed that cover pages and tabs are
not counted against the page limit?
A. Yes, cover pages and tabs are not counted against the page limit.
20. Has any bathometric survey been completed? If so will the Department provide this
information.
A. Yes, a fathometer survey was completed, and the resulting files will be
provided to the Proposers on the Project website under Appendix H - Survey
Data and Preliminary Alignments/Studies at
http://www.state.me.us/mdot/hdb/documents.htm.
21. Will the Department please provide the hydraulic modeling done by HNTB and
Northstar Hydro Inc. in electronic form (HEC-RAS models). Also please provide any
historic modeling that was completed by Northstar/HNTB for the Department.
A. The available HEC-RAS model files will be provided to the Proposers on the
Project website under Appendix K - Hydrology and Hydraulics at
http://www.state.me.us/mdot/hdb/documents.htm.
22. On page 2-12. What is the Department’s definition of “Design Life” as it applies to
the 100-year minimum noted here and elsewhere in the RFP?
A. The Department’s expectation of a 100 year design life is that the bridge
should be designed such that it will be expected to remain in service and
continue to support its original design loads for a minimum of 100 years.
23. On page 2-21, regarding the USACE application, “For alternatives with associated
fill into aquatic resource beyond that anticipated in the LEDPA, the Lump Sum Price
shall account for the cost of $5.84/sf of total impact beyond zero square feet to offset
anticipated mitigation costs.” Please provide the impact area plan/calculations that are

associated with the 4300 sf maximum mentioned on page 2-20 and elsewhere in
proposal.
A. The LEDPA allows for 4300 SF of impact to the river, this is not specific to
any plan set. This impact is figured for the total design of a replacement
structure and its approaches.
24. On page 2-44, Section 6.11.5. Limits of existing abutment removal are not clear
from this section. Also, this section refers to the Department’s for Demolition. Please
provide this Special Provision.
A. Section 6.11.5 of the RFP will be amended to include limits of existing
abutment removal, and to change the Special Provision reference to Standard
Specifications.
25. On page 2-19, Section 4.2.2, would the Department please identify the property
indicated as parcel U1/139.
A. Parcel U1/139 is part of the Town-owned boat launch property.
26. Question #6 from the original questions to the draft RFP asks about compensation
due to delays caused by lack of cooperation by utilities. The MDOT answer is that
utilities are considered third parties and that adjustments will be covered under 109.3.
That section allows for compensable delays caused by a third party "if and only if the
other third party offers the Department reimbursement for such a delay." If the utility is
being uncooperative it is hard to imagine that they would offer to reimburse the
Department for delays. How is the contractor able to assess risk concerning an entity
over which it has no control? It would seem appropriate that if the contractor has
exercised his due diligence per section 104.4-C(10) with no positive results, this should
be considered a differing site condition.
A. An uncooperative utility will not be considered a differing site condition.
27. In regard to the “Detailed Schedule of Prices” defined on Page 1-8, the RFP
indicates that the contractor must include this with the Price Proposal but Form D does
not have any section for this.
A. The "Detailed Schedule of Prices" is listed in the Definitions section of the
General Conditions and is not a requirement of this RFP. The RFP will be
amended to clarify the definition.

Sincerely,

Leanne R. Timberlake, P.E.
Project Manager

